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DETAILED ACTION 

Priority 

1 . Applicant's claim for the benefit of a prior-filed application under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(e) or 
under 35 U.S.C. 120, 121, or 365(c) is acknowledged. Applicant has not complied with one or 
more conditions for receiving the benefit of an earlier filing date under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(e) as 
follows: 

The later-filed application must be an application for a patent for an invention which is 
also disclosed in the prior application (the parent or original nonpro visional application or 
provisional application). The disclosure of the invention in the parent application and in the later- 
filed application must be sufficient to comply with the requirements of the first paragraph of 35 
U.S.C. 112. See Transco Products, Inc. v. Performance Contracting, Inc., 38 F.3d 551, 32 
USPQ2d 1077 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

The disclosure of the prior-filed application, Application No. 60/390358, fails to provide 
adequate support or enablement in the manner provided by the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12 
for one or more claims of this application. There is no disclosure of the claimed subject matter 
in the provisional application. Accordingly, claims 1-11 are not entitled to the benefit of the 
provisional application. The claims 1-11 have been given a priority date of 06/16/2003. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application lor patent in the United States. 
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(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Byers et al. 
(US Pat 6,693,901), hereinafter referred to as Byers. 

4. For claim 1, Byers discloses a first routing engine having input and output sides (control 
routing circuit 112 for circuit board 104a, see figure 1); a second routing engine having input 
and output sides (control routing circuit 112 for circuit board 104b); a third routing engine 
having input and output sides (control routing circuit 112 for circuit board 104c); a first link, 
said first link coupling said input side of said first routing engine to said input side of said 
second routing engine (item 106a); a second link, said second link coupling said input side of 
said first routing engine to said input side of said third routing engine (item 106b); and a third 
link, said third link coupling said input side of said second routing engine to said input side of 
said third routing engine (item 106d); wherein said first, second and third routing engines are 
arranged in a fully connected topology (figure 1 shows the control routing circuits 112 are fully 
interconnected). Byers' control routing circuits 112 anticipates a routing engine because the 
control routing circuits 112 are also used to control device communications (see col. 4 lines 5- 
26). 

5. For claim 4, Byers discloses a fourth routing engine having input and output sides 
(control routing circuit 112 for circuit board 104d, see figure 1); a fourth link, said fourth link 
coupling said input side of said first routing engine to said input side of said fourth routing 
engine (item 106c); a fifth link, said fifth link coupling said input side of said second routing 
engine to said input side of said fourth routing engine (item 106e); and a sixth link, said sixth 
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link coupling said input side of said third routing engine to said input side of said fourth routing 
engine (item 106f); wherein said first, second, third and fourth routing engines are arranged in 
a fully connected topology (figure 1 shows the control routing circuits 112 are fully 
interconnected). 

6. Claims 7 and 10-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Civanlar 
et al. (US Pat 6,078,963), hereinafter referred to as Civanlar. 

7. For claims 7 and 10, Civanlar discloses a scenario where one of the router ports 103 is 
used to broadcast routing updates to the other routing ports 103 via the switching fabric 102 (see 
col. 7 lines 59-61). For this scenario, Civanlar discloses at least three broadcast router 
components (intelligent routing ports 103 B-D, see figure 1), each of said at least three 
broadcast router components is a discrete router having an input side (side directly connected to 
the switching fabric 102) and an output side (network interface 110; the network interface 110 is 
used to forward the routing updates to neighboring devices, see col. 7 lines 61-64) and including 
a routing engine coupled between said input and output sides (each intelligent routing port 103 
includes a routing engine 107); and means for coupling said at least three broadcast router 
components (switching fabric 102) on wherein said input side of each of said linear expandable 
broadcast router component is connected, by a discrete link, to each and every one of the other 
said input sides of said broadcast router components (figure 1 shows the links in the switching 
fabric 102 fully interconnecting the intelligent routing ports 103 are discrete). 

8. For claim 11, Civanlar implies that any one of the intelligent router ports 103 are capable 
of broadcasting routing updates via the switching fabric 102 (see col. 7 lines 42-65). Therefore, 
Civanlar discloses providing a fourth router (intelligent routing ports 103 A, see figure 1) having 
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input (side directly connected to the switching fabric 102) and output sides (network interface 
110); coupling, using a fourth discrete link, said input side of said first router to said input side 
of said fourth router; coupling, using a fifth discrete link, said input side of said second router to 
said input side of said fourth router; and coupling, using a sixth discrete link, said input side of 
said third router to said input side of said fourth router (figure 1 shows the links in the switching 
fabric 102 fully interconnecting the intelligent routing ports 103 are discrete). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

11. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

12. Claims 2 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Byers in 
view of Choe (US Pg Pub 2002/01 18682). 

13. For claim 2, Byers discloses a control/routing circuit 112 that has a single input and 



multiple outputs (see figure 2). Byers does not disclose a routing engine that uses an NxM 
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architecture. Choe discloses said first, second and third routing engines (forwarding engines 
112, see figures 2 and 3) each have N inputs to said input side thereof and M outputs from said 
output side thereof (see paragraph 0049 figure 3); and said linearly expandable router formed 
from said first, second and third routing engines having 3N inputs and 3M outputs (the 
forwarding engine 112 can have any number of inputs and outputs, see figure 3). Given that 
routing circuits and forwarding engines perform the same functions (see Choe paragraph 001 1), 
it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
use an NxM architecture in Byers' invention to take advantage of parallelism (Choe, paragraph 
0048). 

14. For claim 5, Byers discloses a control/routing circuit 112 that has a single input and 
multiple outputs (see figure 2). Byers does not disclose a routing engine that uses an NxM 
architecture. Choe discloses said first, second, third and fourth routing engines (forwarding 
engines 112, see figures 2 and 3) have N inputs to said input side and m outputs from said output 
side (see paragraph 0049 figure 3); and said linearly expandable router formed from said first, 
second, third and fourth routing engines having 4N inputs and 4M outputs (the forwarding 
engine 112 can have any number of inputs and outputs, see figure 3). Given that routing circuits 
and forwarding engines perform the same functions (see Choe paragraph 001 1), it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use an NxM 
architecture in Byers' invention to take advantage of parallelism (Choe, paragraph 0048). 

15. Claims 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Civanlar in 
view of Lydon et al. (US Pat 6,680,939), hereinafter referred to as Lydon. 
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16. For claim 8, Civanlar do not disclose the use of NxM routing modules. Lydon discloses 
routing modules that have N inputs and M outputs [col. 2 lines 64-67] . It would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use NxM routing 
modules in Civanlar' s invention to provide parallelism in the router. 

17. For claim 9, Civanlar does not disclose a means for coupling N inputs. Lydon teaches 
the inputs of the four router modules are connected via bus [col. 4 line 51] (said coupling means 
further comprises means for coupling said N inputs for each one of said at least three broadcast 
router components to said routing engine for the other ones of said at least three broadcast router 
components). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to interconnect N modules via bus in Civanlar' s invention to provide parallelism in 
the router. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

18. Claims 3 and 6 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 

Terminal Disclaimer 

19. The terminal disclaimer filed on 04/06/2009 disclaiming the terminal portion of any 
patent granted on this application which would extend beyond the expiration date of Application 
Number 10/518212 has been reviewed and is accepted. The terminal disclaimer has been 
recorded. 
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Response to Arguments 

20. The argument with respect to Byers not disclosing the use of input or output sides 
because Byers discloses support for bi-directional traffic are not persuasive the claims do not 
require information to flow in any particular direction via the links. 

21 . The argument with respect to Byers not disclosing separate input and output sides are not 
persuasive. Since there is no recitation of how information flows in the links between the 
routing engines, the claims do not require separate input and output sides. 

22. The argument with respect to Byers not disclosing the same data being available to a 
plurality of routing engines is not persuasive. Byers does imply the same information is 
available to a plurality of routing engines because the hub 110 is used to transmit information to 
one or more circuit boards via the fabric links 106a-f (see col. 3 lines 60-65 and figures 1-2). 
Therefore, Byers implies that an output from circuit board 104d would be input to circuit boards 
104a-c (see figure 1). In this scenario, three routing engines would receive the same 
information. 

23. The argument with respect to Byers' architecture connecting an "output" of one router to 
the "input" of another router is not persuasive because the claims do not require information to 
flow over the links interconnecting the routing engines. The claim scope does not exclude the 
routing engines from receiving the same information via other links (106,c,e,f) as in Byers. The 
Examiner would agree that the claims would be distinguishable over Byers if the claims required 
information to flow in a particular manner through the router. 
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24. The argument with respect to Civanlar not disclosing the use of discrete links is not 
persuasive. Figure 1 of Civanlar shows that there are separate (discrete) connections in the 
switching fabric 102 that are used to interconnect the components of the router. 

25. The arguments with respect to Civanlar not disclosing the use of input sides are not 
persuasive because the claims do not require information to flow in any particular direction via 
the links. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JEFFREY M. RUTKOWSKI whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1215. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 7:30-5:00 PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kwang Yao can be reached on (571) 272-3182. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EEC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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